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ABSTRACT 

The literature of antonymy, though disjointed and 
inconclusive, has found that opposition is important to development, 
learnings psychological health, and creativity. To investigate the 
role of dialectics in cognitive processes and human ""Teaming^ ..four 
Empirical studies were undertaken. In study one, ^to investigate the 
dialectic process in affective assessment, subjects learned opposite 
and same word associations that had been paired for liked and 
disliked words. An analysis of the results showed that both the same 
and opposite groups showed a positive reinforcement value effect. In 
the second study, to investigate the relational ties between items, 
the previously used paired associations were modified to link 
nonsense syllables with four affirmations. High school and college 
subjects learned four affirmations for each of two root nonsense 
syllables. The results showed that both -opposite and positive 
strategies facilitated learning. In the college sample > opposition 
was significantly more facili tat ive than all other strategies . In the 
third study, to investigate the linear quality of demonstrative 
reasoning , subjects learned- triads of nonsense syllables from the 
middle range of associative strength. As in the other studies, a 
dialectical, oppositional strategy enhanced learning even in the 
absence of real ^semantic meanings. In the fourth study , an incidental 
learning paradigm using real words replaced the paired associate 
paradigm. Subjects learned the words intentionally or as part of an r 
af f ective/nonaf f ective semantic task. The results showed that antonym 
pairs were recalled much better by the two semantic task groups. This 
research demonstrates the validity of invest igating the dialectic 

_con st rue t_ and challenges the t r ad i± i onaLas soc i at i on i s t±C— and— 

cognitive models of modern psychology. (BL) 
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... , ; ■ _ ABS'i 'hAC'V 

The concent of dialectics, or ooDositionality has not been extei ively 
treated" in the literature. of human learning and cogntive psychology. 
•Iost 0 research has focused on antonymy and its relation to synonymy ' 
and to learning performance. Explanations^ of the phenomenon have been 
offered based on Inaguage models. .The lack of interest in the dialectic 
is *dw»c to the foundation of our modern cognitive sciences on the association 
psychology of the past, dating back to the time of Aristotle. The idea 
of bppositionality was entirely lost from. DSychological consideration 
when the law of contrast was reduced to a special case of contiguity., 

This paper examines .the relevant literature on the role of 
dialectics in cognitive processes and human learning-. In addition 
new methodological aoDroaches to studying dialectics in human . . . 
cognition are presented. Emoiricai studies emDloying these new methods 
are described, and the results of the program of research are 
Dresented. SuoDort is found for the effects of opposition in human, 
cognition and learning which would not . be- predicted, from traditional 
behavioristic and cognitive psychological theories." - 
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Dialectics and Meaning*? ho Effects of 
Opposition in Cognition and Learning 
■ Richard N. WilYiams 

Brigham Young University 

The concept of dialectic, or oppositional ity , has not been 
extensively researched in the literatures of human learning and 
cognitive psychology. This would seem to be the case because the 
concept of dialectical meaning and the process of dialectical 
reasoning do not fit neatly — if , indeed," at all' — in the dominant 
models of either field. Work in. human learning has been dominated 
by traditional associati oni sti c psychology (see Warren, 1921, for a 
history of associationi sm) / As originally formulated by Aristotle, 
association included the "law of contrast" as essential in 
accounting for learning. The British. empiricists — notably, John 
Stuart Mill— and later empiricist, learning' theorists reduced 
contrast to a special case of similarity. and/or contiguity (see, 
for example, Deese 1965, and McNeill, 1966)..* In this reduction, 
oppositionality and dialectic could be "accounted for," but they 
were no longer studied in their own right, and the dialecticwas 
Tost to ^contemporary psychology.. 

In more contemporary cognitive psychology, most research done 
relating to the dialectic has focused on oppositional ity as a 
1 inguistic feature. Work has been directed toward the topic of 
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antonymy and its relation to synonymy and their differential 
effect's " on 1 earni ng and other cogni tive. performance 

My purpose in this paper is to examine the relevant literature 
on the. role of dialectics in cognitive processes and human 
learning. In addition, new methodological approaches- to studying 
dialectical reasoning in human cognition "will, be presented along 
with tire findings already available from our research which will 
illustrate the human capacity for dialectical thought. As a 
preface to this presentation, I. should state the essential - 
difference between the research we propose and that — what little 
there is— which has already been done. Succinctly put, the 
difference is thrat we, in our research, take the dialectic 
seriously where previous researchers have not. It is true that 
this is more a difference of perspective than of method or results. 
In defense I would suggest that all substantive differences in the 
social sciences are 'differences i n perspective more than data. 
This leads us, however, into the theory-method confound which * 
Dr 0 . .Rychl ak has i ntroduced el sewhere (Rychl ak , 1981 , 1977),. and . 
which is not the topic of bur presentation. 

It might be better to" point out that whereas .previous research 
has regarded oppositional^ ty as an i nteresti ng type of association, 
or as an interesting aspect of a much larger linguistic system, our 
research has looked at the process of oppositional thought itself^ 
and tried to find where It is manifested, and whether it is indeed 
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a 'natural modus operandi of the "human mind.- The central question 
is whether one views the dialectic as a product 'of complex 
processes and structures, or as a quality of humanity. 

The Dialectic in Human Learning and . Cogni ti on 

One of t,fte best established findings in antonym research, is 
that antonyms are the. most common responses in word association' 
tas'ks (Karowski and Schachter, 1948) ; response time, is also shorter 
for opposites than for related words. However, in judging 
similarity or difference between pairs of;words., similarity , 
judgments* are* made faster than difference (oppositional ) judgments.- 

When, associations are made under extreme speed constraints-, - 
more antonym responses are given than under standard conditions 
(Siipola, Walker, and Kolb, 1955). When subjects are instructed to 
give antonym associates, whenever possible, more popular (more 
.frequently given) responses are given (Kjel dergaard , 1962-) . 
Similarly, when subjects are instructed to give more popular 
responses,, the number of hon-antonym respdnses. increases (Wynne,- 
Gerjouy, and Schiffman, 1965). It has thus been suggested that 
antonym responses .reduce conceptual effort (see Pol 1 io 1974) 
Some investigators (.Carroll , Kjeldergaard, 'and Carton, 1962; Moraa, 
Mefferd, and Kimble, 1964) claim that subjects come to association 
tasks with a "set" to giv6 antonym responses and that this set is 
correlated with a tendency, to give rapid responses/ It seems that,. 
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rather than take dialectical thinking seriously, most researchers 
have elevated their, observations to the status of explanations. 

Kanungo (1967) reported negative transfer of learning effects 
for afifonyms and positive transfer for synonyms. This finding was 
in contradiction, however, to earlier research findings (Bugelski 
and Cadwallader, 1956; Werner, 1964) in which both synonyms and > . 
antonyms facilitated positive transfer/ Osgood' s (1946) empirical 
law of transfer, as well as 1 ater-.reseajfch (Wickens and Cermack, 
1967;, Weiss-Shed, 1977). 

Osgood (1953) long ago suggested that antonym responses in 
word association are not media.ted by sejnantie processes. They are . 
somehow more direct. Based on studies of semantic generalization 
(Grossman and Eagle, 1970; Kopl i n , "Moates , and Burroughs , 1968; . 
Olson, 1965), it has been concluded by one investigator at least 
.(Cramer, 1972, 1968) that antonymic and synonymic associations are 
not basqd on the same underlying processes b 

Deese's (1965) .explanation of antonymy. is that it results from 
shared features between the words of the -ahtohymic .pair. The idea " 
is th at antonymic pair's. have all features* of meaning and grammar in. 
common except one—the feature that denotes negation. 

There is, however, considerable evidence that opposi tional i ty 
does, not reduce to a feature (Pollio, Dichtman, and Richards, 
1969). Smith (1965 ),. for example , reported that 'subjects took 
longer to 'deal with (interpret th6 meaning of) sentences changed * 
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from active to passive voice, but no such increase in processing 
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time was found- for sentences containing opp.osi t-i onal changes in 
meaning. These results imply that opposition is different from a 
syntactic feature. Grossman and Eagle (1970) found that subjects 
made significantly more false recognitions to synonyms' and 
associated words than to control v/ords. No significant effect was 
observed, for* autonyms (see also.Felzen and Anisfeld, 1970; 
Underwood, 1965; Anisfeld and Knapp, 1968).— It has been suggested 
' on the basis of such evi dence (Anisfeld, 1970; Brewer and 
Lichtenstein , 1974) that~memory for meaning (of which opposition is 
a part) is different from memory for semantic or syntatic features. 

Kadesh, Riese, and Anisfeld (1976) showed that in a dichotic 9 
listening task, semantic relationships between the words in the two 
channels facilitated identification of the unattended words. The 
v/eake.st effect was tor antonyms. Lewis (1970) found that antonyms 
in the unattended channel interfered less with shadowing of the 
attended channel than other semantical ly related words. . ' . 

Cramer *( 1973) and Mansfield . (1977) presented findings which 
indicated that younger children made less use of opposition in 
organ i zi ng °meipory than did older children. Landaur and Paris 
(1976) , however , criticized. Cramer ' s ( 1973) methods for being too 
difficult for. children to understand 'and, for being vulnerable to 
demand characteristics. When these faults were corrected, secswi 
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and- sixth graders were shown to use synonyms and antonyms about 
equal ly v/el 1 . /* / 

Brewer and Stone (1975) present findings indicating that 
children learn the. polarity of a dimension t^fore they learn the ; 
dimension itself. For spatial antonyms' for example, it would 
appear" that children can collapse all the dimensions to. a. , 
generalized one of "bigness-littleness." For . nonspa'tlaV antonyms , 
the authors suggested that there may exist a generalized dimension ♦ 

of positive-negative af fe:ct~Trptfn which basi judgments are mad'e~~aTfd 

• t. ■ 

meanings related (see also Heidenheimer , 1975) . "These findings 
suggest that facility in recognizing and using oppo .h emerges 
''before specific dimensions of the opposition can be demonstrably 
articul ated. 

Related to the "importance of opposition as an organizing and 
.meaning-giving principle are the findings of Hogben and Jacobs 

..(1972) that severe mental disturbance (schizophrenia) is correlated 

..... c» 

with an inability to use opposition as a val id -cognitive organizing 
principle. Rothenberg (1973) has shown that creativity is a m \ 
associated with a tendency for frequent and rapid opposite — - 
responses in association tasks. 

In summary* the literature on.^ntonymy has rceen disjointed and 
inconclusive.. Jt is clear only that something is happening in 
human cognition related to opposition. It is riot at all cl ear. what 
_i_s-h a p p en-i-n g- We— g an h o we-ver-,— s u g g e-s t— t h a-t : ! 
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(a) opposi te-responcli hg' i sT a common and strong tendency in 

association tasks; (b) relations of opposition usually have^ 

faci Ti.tating . effects in learning; (c) the reduction \of opposition 

" f . . x ■ ■ 

to, a feature does not seem to be valid; (d>) opposition' is " 
meaningful very early 1n«*Tife:;.(e) the concept of oppositional ity 
is grasped before specific semantic dimensions are defined; (f) the 
facility, for identifying and using opposition i s rel ated. to 
psychological heal th and creativity. 

~ We^U5t^urt_h_er conclude, however, that researchers in this 

field have hot seriously considered the possibil i ty of dial ectical 
thought as a fundamental human -attribute. Rather, findings- about 
opposi tionaUty have substituted for theories of . 
oppositional ity — observations have been raised to explanations. J 
What research does exist (it is particularly rare-durigg the past, 
five years) is contradictory, and -it stands in need of a theory to 

render it sensible. 

■ ■ ■ *» ■ ■ . • ■ . 

We suggest that the fundamental reason for thedack of 

research on the dialectic is that.it i extremely difficult for 

traditional associationistic and cognitive models to . account fbr. 

Almost ' by -definition , dialectical thinking violates-rat least 

potential ly--the establ ished 1 aws of learni ng- and cognition. We 

will, therefore, present "several research strategies whichour t 

research group has developed for studying " di al ectical th'i nki ng . 

These designs are firmly rooted in. traditional " 'methodology r" 
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However:, we have tried "to get at the foundation of „human 1 

p ■ • 

dialectical capacity--we tfave taken it seriously--in such a way 

that it rs difficuit -to refute within the very tradi ti on .whose 
• * * 

methods we chave borrowed.' "Our account of our findings must be* 
'radically different from previous/accounts of 
cbgni ti ve-associatiortistic opposi ti onal i ty . 
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v . .Study I * C - - .• . " • 

The first of our attempts to study the. dialectic .and , ' 

- - r 

understand .it (Williams, 1978)-came out of research on affective «• 
assessment based, on Rychlak'.s (see Rychlak, 1977) Logical Learning 
Theory., It has been well -documented that people tend to learn what 
they Tike faster and more readily than what they dislike. This is 
termed the .RV effect (RV is reinforcement value) . Logical Learning 
Theory (LLT) expl ai'ns, that meanings of materials to be learned are 
affectively;assessed, and then positive meanings are exten,ded--they 
become the precedent for. the sake of\which meaning ist.extended and 
learning takes place. It is fundamental to the theory^that such 
affective -assessment is,, ideographic, and that it is an> i nherently 
dialectical processes. The assessments are not products of the. 
similarity and contiguity extant. in experience*, but they are 
manifestations of an innate and -potential ly arbitrary human 
capacity. The willful and f/ee nature of th£ assessment derives * 
from the human capability for dialectical thought. 
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We wanted to demonstrate in our research that affective 
assessment is truly a* dialectical process. Subjects rated as liked 
or disliked a set of personality-related adjectives from Anderson's 
(1968) list. The words had opposites, but subjects . rated only one 
pole of the oppositional dimension. One group of subjects (the * 
Same group) learned pairs of the- actual words they had rated. 
Another group (the Opposite group) learned the opposites of words 
they had rated — i.e., words they had never actually, seen in the 
study. A third group (the. Control g*coup) learned the same lists as 

4 

the Opposite group even thouglf^they had made no ratings, and thus 

h'ad ho ideographic mearii ng " attached to those' particular words a . 

. * The ..learni ng task was a paired ass.oc-iate task consisting of - 

six pairs of 13 ! iked and* six pairs of di si i ked words for the '"Same 

group, six pairs of opposi tes of 1 i ked and six pairs of opposites 

of disliked words for the Opposite group, and this same list for 

* the Control -group. We* predi cted ttiat the ,S^me group would learn * 

h ' 

liKeti pairs more readi-ly -than dis-liketj, and that the Opposite group 

■ • *. . v ^ 

** * 

would, learn" opposites of di si iked more rteadily than opposi tes .of 

liked. In other words, the effects of a-f feet ,bn. learni ng are just 

ais predictable, from the opposi tes* of words as^frpm the words - - 

themselves. The performance of the Control group 'is a test for the' 

effects of the wOrds themsel ves--becaiuse the sa.nfe word's tended to 

' ■ ■ * • v 

• * ■ ■ ■ \ *•"*»■**"■'• ' 

be in the learning 1 ists of bothvthe Same^a'hd the- Opposite groups,' 
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and our . hypothesis predicted sinii 1 ar performance, on the. .same ' words 

0 ■ " " ■ /■ v . ■ ' ' " ' ' ' V ' 

for the two groups. , > . 

True to predictions the : Same grdup^and* the Opposite group 

- "showed a positive RV effect. The Control group exhibited no ■ 

tendency to learn one group of words more readily than the other. .' 

Figure 1 illustrates the pattern or results. Tests of simple 

. effects were significant- for the Same and Opposite groups but not 

* for -the Control group. 



Insert Figure^ 1 about here 
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We conclude that affective assessment is traly a dialegtical 

and an ideographic process , that predictions can be -made and tested 

from a dial ectical f ramewojrk , and. the' effects, of affect. and 

opposition 'deri.ve- from qualities of peopVe rather than qualities of. 

particular words.; 0 . 1W 

" B ■* * • 

; - '■ -\:k: " • Study 2 ,, x . : ;• • ° * 

In this study (Rychlak artd t Wil 1 lam's V 1983) we. wanted to 

, investigate the relational ties between items of a. paired-associate 
. ■ ■ • ... * 

learning task. Rather than looking merely ^t the final results, we 

wanted to examine the .effects of various relational — or . 

aff irmational — strategies, including an' 'oppo^tibnal one: VThe 

. a, method of paired associations was modified , Viel ding" what we have" 

called tHiB method df* "triassociation. n * Rather than having subjects 
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learn some . vaftile affirmation such as "goes with," we gave them four 

different affirmations! instructions.. Nonsense .-syllables were td 

• . « ■*»■.' * '■ ■ ■ ■ . ■ . * 

be' related by four affirmations — Always ,. an unconditional 

affi rmation , Never , a negative affi rmation , Sometimes , a 

conditional affirmation, and Opposite,' an oppositional : 

■ J .... 

(dialectical ) affirmation. We predicted that unconditional 

affirmation would facilitate learning most, and that, because 

opposi tional i ty is also strong—based on the human capacity for 

* dialectical thinking — the oppositional affirmation would be equally 

facrl "Uative. - " 

Each subject learned four affi rmations for each of two root 

nonsense syllables. This yielded a learning list consisting of 

eight triassociations for each subject. The learning trials were 

carried out-. as in a standard paired-associate learning task. 

Adequate control s\were .designed for associative strength of the 

nonsense syllables, the order of presentation of the 

triassociations, and the.individual pairings of the nonsense ~ 

syllables. . The re"su1ts are summarized in Figure 2 for two samples, 

one from a. hi gh school popul ation. and one from a college 

population. The dependent measure in the study was percent 

hits — that is, on how many of the total trials were each of the 

nonsense syllables in the second position correctly anticipated. 

As seen in Figure 2, jn both 'samples , the Opposite affirmation 

strategy facilitated learning as much as the Always strategy . In 
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the college sample -Opposition was significantly more faci 1 i tative. 
than all the other strategies. 



Insert Figure 2 about here 



.We .must point out here that there i.s no J nherent opposi tional 
property in nonsense syllables. The effects of the oppositional 
affirmation could not be accounted for by properties of the 
materials themselves. Rather, there seems to be something 
facilitative in employing dialectical -affi rmational strategies in ~\ 
learning even in extremely contrived situations, ■ * • 

Study 3 

Our third research strategy, involved* a modification of the 
method of triassoci ation . We (Will lams and. Schoemaker, 1983) 
wanted" to see whether the superiority of an oppositional strategy 
over a jionopposi tional but unconditional af f i rmati onal strategy 
could be conceptually validated. We k also wanted to try and get at 
the linear quality of demonstrative reasoning and contrast it with 
the bipolar nature of dialectical reasoning. Originally we had 
interest in investigating, the Kellyan notion of a construct to, s r ' 
whether we could create a synthetic construct from nonsense 
syllables which would be readily learnable. 

We created, therefore,- triads of nonsense syllables taken from 
the middle range of associative strength. The triads were then 
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related in. three different ways. A^.linear, demonstrative string of 
three nonsense syllables was created by linking them with the word 

''similar" (e.g., HIB similar LAT similar ZAC). These were ■ 

■> ■ ■ ■ 

designated Similar-Similar triads. A dial ectical , nonl inear string 

was created by linking the syl Tables with "opposite" (HIB opposite 

LAT opposite ZAC), yielding Opposite-Opposite triads. A mixed 

(Kellyan)" string was created by l-inking the first two syllables 

.•with "similar" and the last syllable to the second w r ith "opposite" 

(HIB similar. LAT opposite ZAC) . These were the Similar-Opposite . 

triads.. The learning list consisted of six triads with- their 

affirmation words--two triads of each type. Order effects and 

pai ring .effects were randomized through, the design. The learning 

trials were conducted as in a regular paired-associate learning 

task to fc a criterion of two errorless anticipation trials. Our 

dependent variables were total trials to criterion and percent hits 

for each triad type. ■ The two measures yielded comparable results. 

Figure 3 presents the results •of the percent hits analysis. Again, 

a .dialectical , oppositional strategy enhanced learning even in the 

absense of real semantic meanings. The Similar-Opposite triads 

were learned with greatest difficulty. We suggest that this is due 

to the necessity of employing two strategies rather than one. It 

would seem that we were not successful in creating synthetic 

Kellyan constructs. Research currently underway is aimed at 
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employing real constructs-'-usi ng meaningful words — In a similar 
research" designV 



Insert Figure 3 about here 



The results of this study suggest that an oppositional, 
nonl inear af f i rmational strategy is more fa.cil i tative to learning 
than a Jinear, demonstrate ve 'strategy .• 

Study 4 

In study four (Williams and Williams, 1982) we employed an 

incidental learning paradigm rather than a paired-associate 

paridigm. Our learning materials were real words rather' than 

nonsense syllables. Recent work in incidental learning has been 

aimed at clarifying the concept of "depth of processing" (Craik and 

Lockhart, 1972). The design involves giving different groups of 

subjects different incidental tasks to perform in relation to a^f : 
<•■'. ^ ■ ■ • ^fe- 

li st. of: words'. One group is asked to learn the words 

intentionally; another group is given a semantic task ,"us : QalTy to" 

rate* the words for. pleasantness; another group is given a 

nonsemantic task, such as estimating the number of consonants. The 

usual finding is that the semantic task leads to a level of 

learning roughly equivalent to that of the intentional group, and 

superior to the nonsemantic group. ■ " t? 
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' In our study wcwanted to investigate any differences between 
affective and nonaf fecti ve' semantic tasks, so we had a group which 
rated the.words for like and dislike, a group which rated for 
concreteness and abstractness , one which estimated the number of 
letters, and an intentional learning group. The words used were 
taken from a. study by Hyde and Jenkins (1969) jand consisted of six 
antonym first associate pairs and six nonantonym first associate 
pairs. Our dependent measure was the number of antonym and 
nonantonym pairs recalled. « 



Insert Tabled about here 

Table 3 shows the results of the study. Antonym pairs were 
recalled much better by thetwo semantic task groups. 'We have no 
explanation of why the intentional group recalled fewer words 
overall. We can conclude,. at least, that the oppositional or 
non-opposi tional pairs made no difference for them. Neither did 

tj^e nonse mantic task group ava iL Jt.hemseJ.xe .s_af. „th e_ d i a 1 ec t i cal— 

information available in the words. Figure 4 -i 1 1 ustrates the 
interaction* between incidental task and oppositional or 
non-opposi tnonal word pairs. . 

Insert Figure 4 about here 
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We would summarize the results of this study by emphasizing 
•that >:he^dia^lectical relationships in -the wprds were apprehended 
and uti 1 i zed ^y^ub:}ects' who were dealing with them -in terms of 
their meaning. Again, this fs^more^a^capaci t'y of the Subjects for 
thinking dialectical 1y than, a capacity of^st-imuUis objects to. 
elicit certain demonstratively prescribed reactions. ' ^^7-^^^ 

Cone! usion ; • ' 

We are currently engaged in further research on our human 
capacity for dialectical 'thinking. We are confident that ttue 
dialectic as a construct can be validated employing the traditional 
methods of scientific psychology. Investigation of dialectical 

thinking is essential for an understanding, bf .-be:ings jtfJio are . 

innately dialectical. Such investigation presents a" difficult 
challenge for the traditional association.istic and cognitive models 
of modern psychology. / - - 



■ ■ Dialectics and Meaning 

•' " ' ' ;/\ /' . " 17 

9 References . ■ V . - 

Anderson, N. H. (1968). . Likableness . ratings, of 555 personality-trait 

words . ' Journal of Personal ity and Social Psychology , 9, 272-279. 
AniSfeld, M. (1970). False recognition of adjective-noun phrases. 
... Journal of Experimental Psychology , 86, 120-122. 
Anfsfeld, M. , & Knapp , M.. E . r (1968). Association synonymity- and 
directionality in false recognition. Journal of Experimental 
Psychology , 77 , ,171-179. 
-Brewer* W. F. , &. Lichtenstein , E; H; (1974) ., Memory ' for marked 
semantTc^feajture^ memory for meaning, journal of Verbal 

Learning and VerbaV^Bahavibr , 13 ., 172-180. 
Brewer ,.W.F.., & Stone, J. B. Cl97-5-)^^Acqu^si tion of ■ spatial antonym 

pairs,- Journal of Experimental Child Psycho1~ogy~ r-13^ 299^307. 
Bugelski, B. R. , & Cadwallader, F. C (1956). A reappraisaVof^T^e^r— 
_.__tran.sf er-and retraction surf ace. " Journal \)f ^Experimental Psychology , 

; 52, 360-366. ' : , : 

Xarroll , J...B. , Kjeldergaard, P. H. , & Carton, A. S. , Jr. (19§2)./ 
Number of opposite? versus number of primaries as a response measure 
in free association tests/ Journal of Verbal Learning and Verbal 
Behavior , 1, 22-30. * : . 

Craik, F. I. M., & Lockhart, R. S.. (1972). Levels of processing:; A 
framework for memory research. Journal of Verbal Learning and Verbal' 
Behavior, 11 ,. 671-684. .* 



20 



■ - . Dialectics* and Meaning ■ 

. . ■ / ■ ' • "... - 

Cramer, P. (1973). Evidence for a developmental shift- in the* basis for- 
merly, organization. Journal of Experimental Chi 1 d Psychol ogy , 16 , 
12-22. . " \. 

Cramer, P. (1972). Semantic X -associative relationships X conditions 

■ . ■ . '■'<>.. 

- of CRS presentation in semantic generalization... Journal- of 

Experimental Psychology , ■ 93, 246-255. 
Cramer, P. (1968).' Word association . New. York: Academic Press.. 
D.eese, J. (1965). - The structure of associations' in language and . 

thought . Baltimore: ■ The Johns Hopkins Press. 
Felzan, E* : , & Anisfeld, M. (1970). Semantic and phonetic relations in 

the false recognition of words by third and sixth grade children. 

Developmental Psychology , _3 > 163-168 . 
Grossman, L. ,*& Eagle, M; (1970) . , Synonymity , antonymity, & 
- association in falsre recognition . response. Journal ■ of Experimental 

Psychology , 83, 244-248. . 
Heidenheimer, P. (1975) . The strategy of negation and the learning of 

antonymic relations. Developmental Psychology , 11 , 757-762. 
.Hogben, G. L. , & Jacobs, I:. A. (1972) v ; jwo verbal aspects, of language 
"aftd v thought in schizophrenia.. ' Journal of - Consul ting and - CI inical 

Psychology , 38, 296. '" ' r4 ■. . : \ 

Kadesh, I., Riese, M. , & Anisfeld, M. (1976). Dichotic listening i*n 

the study of semantxj^ relations. Journal of Verbal Learning, and 

Verbal Behavior, 15, 2^3^225. 



- • ', ' . . DiaVectics and Meaning 

• "n. 

Kanungo, R... (1967). Meaning mediation in verbal transfer. British 
. Journal of Psychology , 58, 205-212. ' ' ■ . 0 '. . 

Karowski , T. F. , ?< Schaohter., J v (1948)'. Psychological studies in 

semantics: III. Reaction times for similarity and difference. 

journal of Social Psychology , 28, 103-120. . . * 
Kjeldergaard, P/.ft. .• (1962). Commonal ity scores under instructions to 

give oppbsites.. Psychological . Reports , 11 , 219-220. 
Koplin, J. H.., Moates, D. R., & Burroughs,* J. (1968). Generalization 

and free recall of similar and opposi te words . Journal • of 

Experimental. Psychology , 76 , 166-170. * ; ' 

Landauer, B. K., & Paris, S. 6. (.1976) . Problems with a false . 

recognition paridigm for devel opmental memory 'research . Journal of 

Exper i menta 1 Ch i 1 d Psychology , . 22 , 319-330 . - 
Lewis, J. L. (1970). Semantic processing of unattended messages using 

dichotic listening. Journal of Experimental Psychology , 85 , 225-228. 
Mansf ield, A. K. ( 1977) .. Semantic organization i n the young child: - 
. Evidence for the development of semantic feature systems. Journal of 

. ^Experimental, jChi 1 d Psychol ogy , 23 , 57-77. . . 
McNeill, D. A. study of word association. (1966). Journal of Verbal 

Lea rni ng* and Verbal Behavior , 5, 548-557. 
Mdran, L. J., Mefferd, R. B., Jr., & Kimble., J. P., Jr. (1964-U 



Idiodynamic sets ijnj^rd\assocratiT^ Psychol ogi cal Monographs 0 ,. 78 , 
TWhole no. 579). • " " 



- • Dialectics and Meaning 
........ . ... • - • . ' ; • .7.0 • 

Olson, P.. K. . (1965). Generalization to similar and opposi te words . 

Journal of Experimental Psychology , 70 , 328-331. ' v. 

Osgood, C. E. (1953). Method and theory in experimental psychol ogy / 

New York: Oxford. University Press . 
Osgood, C. E. (1946). Meaningful similarity and^ interference in 

learning. . Journal of Experimental* Psychology , 36 , 277-301. 
PolTio, H. R. (1974). The psychology of symbolic activity . ^.Reading, 

■MA: Addison_Wesl.ey„PubJls ' . . :\' ' 

Pollio, H. R. , Deitchman, R. , & Richards, S. (1969). Law of contrast.. 

and' oppositional word associates.. Journal of Experimental Psychology , 

79, 203-212. " .. , .> 
Rothenberg, A. (1973). Word association -and creativity. Psychological 

Reports, c 33, 3-12. 

Rychlak, J. F. (1981).. A philosophy of science for personality thetiry . 

Malabar, FL:. Robert E. Krieger publishing Company. 
Rychlak, J. F. (1977). The psychology of rigorous humanism . New York: 

John Wiley and Sons. 
Rychlak, J. F. & Williams, R.N. (1983). Dialectical human reasoning: 

Theoretical justif icajtltdh^and supporting evidence drawn from the 

method of triassociation. Unpublished manuscript. 
Siipola, E. , Walker," W.. N., -& Kolb, D. (1955)/ Task attitudes in word 

association, projectiVe and non-projecti ve. Journal of Personality , 

23, 441-459: 



23 



Dialectics and Moaning 
,' ' • . • . * ' • 21 . 

Smith , F. (1965).. Reversal of meaning as a variable in the K 

transformation of grammatical sentences. Journal of Verbal Learning ' 

and Verbal Behavior, ~4~, 39-43. • 
Underwood, B. J. (1965). False recognition produced by implicit verbal 

responses. Journal of Experimental • Psychol ogy , 70 \ 122-129. - 
Warren, H. C. (1921). A history flf the association psychology , New 

York: Charles Scribner' s Sons'. * 
Weiss-Shed, E. (1973). Synonyms, antonyms and retroactive inhibition 

with meaningful ma-terial . Psychological Reports , 33 , 459-465. 
Werner, R. ( 1964). Osgood's transfer: surface:- Extension and test. 

Journal of Verbal Learni ng and Verbal Behavior , 3> 274-279. 
Wickens, D. D ■ , & Cermack, L. S. (1967). Transfer effects of synonyms 

and antonyms in a mixed and unmixed list design . Journal of Verbal 

Learning -and Verbal Behavior , (5*, 832-839.. 
Williams, R. N. -(1978). The dialectical nature of affective ... 

assessment.. Unpublished M. S. Thesis, Purdue University. 
Williams, R.-. U. :i fcWjJJ iams , C^S^ ( 1982). " Affective vs. semantic 

processing: . Toward -a teleol ogical theory of language. Deseret 

Language and Linguistic Society, Proceedings of the Ninth Annual 

0 _ — 

Symposium . . ; 
Williams, R-. N., & Williamson, E. (1983). Opposition in thought: A • 
dialectical process. Unpublished manuscript. 



" . D i a 1 ec t i c s a nd Mea n i nt\ 

Wynne, R. D. , Gerjuoy, H., & Scbiffinan, H. (1965). Association test- 

antonym-response set. Journal of Verbal Learning and Verbal Behavior , 
4, 354-359. 



Same Opposite . Control 

Figure 1 ' 1 

• t * ■ 

Trials to Criterion as a Function of 

Groups and Reinforcement Value N : 

(RV x group interaction* p =• .005) 



Similar-Opposite Similar-Similar Opposite-Opposite 

' Triads Triads '■ * Triads . 

.Figure 3 

' Percent Hits Score as a Function of Triad Type . 

tla.in effect^for .triad type £ < .002 " 
rimple effects all significant, p < .05 



-26- 



ERIC 



Table £ 

Mean Recall Scores of . 
« First-Associate and Antonym Pairs for 
Intentional Group and Three Incidental Groups 
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significantly different for these groups according to tests of 
simple effects, £..< .05. ... 
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